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Ms. Song Her
Clerk to the Board

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD
1001 1 Street, 24" Floor
Sacramento, CA 93814

RE: Comments on the Preliminary Draft General Permit for Construction Activities
Dcar Ms. Her:

On behalt of the City of Riverside, T wish to take this opportunity to share the City’s concerns on
the Preliminary Draft General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Construction Activities (Preliminary Draft). The City of Riverside supports the State Water
Resources Control Board's eollaborative approach in.developing the next General Construction
Permit, including your stated willingness to reconsider components of the permit. As guardians
of public resources, we seck to balance protecting the environment and providing public
infrastructure needs. '

The City of Riverside supports comments by California Storm Water Quality Association and
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. Furthermore, the City of
Riverside would like to emphasize and add concerns about the unintended consequences likety to
tesult fromn the Preliminary Draft and specifically oppose the hydromodification, numeric
efffuent limits and action levels as they relate to transportation projects, particularly as we seek
prudent fiscal management of our taxpayers’ dollars. This letter outlines some issues and
suggestions that the City of Riverside bas with the Preliminary Draft.

A summary of the concerns and unintended consequences is as follows:
» Ncgative safety impacts due to hydromodification, numeric cffluent limits and action
levels, particularly as these requirements will cause the delay or completely halt
construction of transportation projects. .

»  Negative safety impacts due to the elimination of the exemption for NOI and SWPPP
submission prior to emergency and maintenance projects.

&

T AArmin Shreot 8 Bluarsida A QPR7T? & 951 R2A SA5R & wunwr IR pp——



_8-5384!'2@? 16:88 951-826-2468 : PaGE B3/B6

Comments on the Preliminary Drafi General Permit for Consiruction Activities
May 4, 2057 :
Page2

» Inefficient use of public resources. Significant schedule and cost delays resulting from a
redundant public review period, extended project site protection when regional rain is
possible, and inconsistent monitoring data.

e Inappropriately defining risks, since the proposcd establishment of a risk-based system
docs not address the needs of receiving waters. Furthermore, action levels and numeric
effluent limits are being proposed without scientific risk studies.

e Negatively altering water bodies through implementation of standardized numeric
effluent limits and action levels despite natural background conditions, unknown long-
term impacts from required active treatment systems, a lack of sufficient research to
cstablish scientifically justified levels, and likely technical and financial infeasibility.

¢ Unrcconciled requirements between the Facts Sheet and the Permit, such as defining
roles and purposes for SWPPPs and REAPs.

The City’s primary concern with the Preliminary Draft is the unintendcd consequences that will
result from the hydromodification requirements. These requirements likely will delay or halt
numerous public safety projects, such as strect widenings and other improvements for increased
safety/capacity, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities, due to increased design, property acquisition,
construction and ongoing maintenance costs. These additional costs may not be eligible for state
and federal transportation funding sources, such as State Gas Tax and SAFETEA-LU. 1t is
reconunended that roadway projects along a local agency’s existing transportation system be
exempt from the hydromodification requirements.

The cxisting transportation system of a local agency is also part of its Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer System (MS4), accepting runoff from adjacent developed properties (developed prior to
the implementation of stort water regulations) and undeveloped properties. Any project along
the transportation systern ituherits all runoff that the cxisting transportation system accepts.
Diversion of run-on flows is not usually a good option due to drainage law, cost, and safety.

The hydromodification provision of the Preliminary Draft requires a project that increascs
impervious area to mitigate the quantity and quality of runoff to preconstruction levels. This is
not a practical requirement for projects along a local agency’s existing transportation system. To
mitigate the increascs in runoff due to a project, BMPs will need to be constructed to control
both the project effects and the runoff from other sources that drain to the existing rcadway. A
relatively small street widening project of one acre would require the construction of a BMP to
control and treat runoff from possibly a hundred acres. In addition, BMP construction may
require acquisition of property within an existing developed area, thereby increasing the project
cost and disrupting the neighborhood. These consequences may cause the delay or halt the
construction of important safcty projects. It is recommended that projects along a local agency’s
existing transportation system be exempt from the General Construction Permit’s
hydromodification requirements.

Likewise, negative safety impacts on local agency transportation projects by hydromodification
would occur with regard to premature standards for action levels (ALs) and numeric effluent




